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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT, AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2016

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 4, 2015. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, NATIONAL NUCLEAR 
SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, WEAPONS ACTIVITIES 

WITNESSES
LIEUTENANT GENERAL FRANK G. KLOTZ, USAF (RETIRED) ADMINIS-

TRATOR, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 
DON COOK, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR DEFENSE PROGRAMS, NA-

TIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 
BRIGADIER GENERAL STEPHEN ‘‘S.L.’’ DAVIS, PRINCIPAL ASSISTANT 

DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR MILITARY APPLICATION, NATIONAL 
NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. SIMPSON. I would like to call the hearing to order. I apologize 
for being a few minutes late. Good afternoon, everyone. 

Administrator Klotz, I would like to welcome you for your first 
appearance before this subcommittee and also thank you for your 
service to this country. I understand that you are retired a Lieuten-
ant General in the United States Air Force with over 38 years of 
service and some impressive accomplishments. We look forward to 
hearing from you today on your vision of the NNSA and your prior-
ities for the fiscal year 2016 budget request. 

General Davis, I also would like to welcome you and your service 
to this country and for your appearance before this subcommittee. 
We appreciate your attendance today. 

Dr. Cook, this is your fifth time before this subcommittee, and 
it is a pleasure to have you back. 

The President’s budget request for weapons activities is $8.8 bil-
lion, an increase of $615 million, 7.5 percent, over the fiscal year 
2015 enacted level. That figure does not include the $234 million 
in nuclear emergency response activities that were funded in this 
account in fiscal year 2015 but that are now proposed to be shifted 
to defense nuclear nonproliferation in this budget request. 

After accounting for this shift, the request for direct support for 
weapons programs is $839 million, or 10.5 percent, above fiscal 
year 2015. The President’s budget request for 050 defense activities 
is $38 billion over the budget caps in the Budget Control Act. 
Those caps are essentially flat for fiscal year 2016, which means 
that every increase over last year’s amount will have to be offset 
by some other activity. With the magnitude of the defense needs 
we are facing, tough decisions must be made. You will have to en-
sure that we understand the importance of every dollar you request 
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and that we have full confidence in your ability to execute those 
dollars. We must also have confidence in the NNSA’s program to 
implement management improvements to ensure construction 
projects and acquisition programs are on time and within budget. 

Though there have been some modest gains, serious challenges 
remain. The continued reliability of our Nation’s nuclear weapons 
stockpile, associated with infrastructure, is my highest defense pri-
ority, and it is our responsibility to ensure that no more time or 
money is wasted on failed and unaffordable strategies. The needs 
of the nuclear security enterprise are too great and the mission is 
too important to fail. So today, we hope to get a better under-
standing of your strategy to accomplish this mission and transform 
the NNSA into an agency that delivers on its promises. Please en-
sure for the hearing record that responses to the questions for the 
record and any supporting information requested by the sub-
committee are delivered in final form to us no later than 4 weeks 
from the time you receive them. I also ask that if members have 
any additional questions that they would like to submit to the sub-
committee for the record that they please do so by close of business 
tomorrow. This means you might have to bring by carrier pigeon 
if the snow comes. 

With those opening comments, I would like to yield to Mr. Vis-
closky, acting as ranking member today. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. Kaptur is on the House floor and will be delayed. On her be-

half, I would ask that her opening statement be entered into the 
record, if I could. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. VISCLOSKY. And simply, Mr. Chairman, thank you for hold-
ing the hearing, and gentlemen, for your service to our country and 
for being here today to present your budget request. I appreciate 
it very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. I guess I could turn on the mic now. 

Administrator Klotz, the floor is yours. Your full statement will be 
included in the record. 

General KLOTZ. Thank you. And I assume the microphone is on. 
Not seeing a light. 

Chairman Simpson, Representative Visclosky, and members of 
the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to present the 
President’s Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Request from the Department 
of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA). And 
I am very pleased to be joined today by Dr. Don Cook and Briga-
dier General S.L. Davis. We value this Committee’s leadership in 
national security as well as its robust and abiding support for the 
mission and the people of NNSA. Our budget request, which com-
prises more than 40 percent of DOE’s overall budget, is $12.6 bil-
lion. This is an increase of $1.2 billion, or 10.2 percent over the fis-
cal year 2015 enacted levels. 

This funding is extraordinarily important to NNSA’s missions to 
maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear weapons stockpile, to 
prevent, counter, and respond to the threat of nuclear proliferation 
and nuclear terrorism, and to support the capability of our nuclear- 
powered Navy to project power and protect American and allied in-
terests around the world. By supporting growth in each of our four 
appropriations accounts, this budget represents the commitment by 
the Administration to NNSA’s vital and enduring missions and 
NNSA’s role in ensuring a strong national defense. And this mis-
sion is accomplished through the hard work and innovative spirit 
of a highly-talented workforce committed to public service. 

To provide them the tools they need to carry out their complex 
and challenging tasks both now and in the future, we must con-
tinue to modernize our scientific, technical, and engineering capa-
bilities and infrastructure. In doing so, we are mindful of our obli-
gation to continually improve, as you suggested, our business prac-
tices, and to be responsible stewards of the resources that the Con-
gress and the American people have entrusted to us. 

To this end, NNSA continues to make progress on key surveil-
lance and life extension programs, which directly support the Presi-
dent’s direction to maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear ar-
senal. Funding at the fiscal year 2016 budget request level will en-
sure these key life extension programs stay on track. The budget 
request also funds a new disciplined approach to achieving key ca-
pabilities and key deliverables for our uranium and for our pluto-
nium capabilities. NNSA will continue driving improvements in ac-
quisition and project and program management practices and poli-
cies and Federal oversight across the enterprise. 

Although no less important, I will hold off discussions in my 
opening remarks on NNSA’s defense nuclear nonproliferation and 
naval reactors programs until your second hearing with this Sub-
committee on March 25. These highlights are just a few of the crit-
ical national security responsibilities that this budget funds. How-
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ever, let me be frank and point out that the looming possibility of 
sequestration is a major threat to NNSA’s missions. In developing 
the budget, NNSA was directed to request the funds that we need 
to accomplish the missions that we have been tasked to do. The fis-
cal year 2016 budget request reflects this direction. Another round 
of cuts would have devastating impacts on our weapons program, 
to include the possibility of pushing key programs further out into 
the future and driving up their cost. It would also have grave im-
pacts on the science, technology, and engineering work taking place 
at our laboratories and at our production plants, work that under-
pins our nuclear security and our broader national security. 

While we have made some tough resource decisions across the 
NNSA, the Secretary of Energy and I believe that our enduring 
missions are too vital to the Nation’s security to be further con-
strained by spending caps, a position which we urge the Sub-
committee to support. 

Again, sir, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you 
today.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. And, again, thank you for your service 
to the country and for what you are doing now. It is much appre-
ciated.

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. SIMPSON. I will ask a question while the ranking member 
gets settled. But let me ask first, does any member have other 
hearings that are going on that they need to be out here of quicker? 
Okay.

Let me first ask, the long-range standoff missile, there is one 
new life extension program for the W80–4 warhead as part of the 
plan to produce a new nuclear ship cruise missile, the long-range 
standoff missile, or LRSO. Can you tell me why the LRSO program 
has been moved up 2 years in your stockpile plans, and what will 
be the total cost of this life extension program? The life span of the 
current cruise missile is good until at least 2030. What is driving 
this schedule? 

Last year, the budget request deferred this program for 2 years 
to fit within Budget Control Act caps. Have any of the risks or mili-
tary requirements changed from last year? And previous life exten-
sion programs were only funded around $40 million to $50 million 
per year at this early stage in the acquisition program. This re-
quest for the LAD–4 LEP is $195 million. Why is this effort so 
much more expensive? 

General KLOTZ. Mr. Chairman, if I could, let me start by talking 
about the overall direction of the program, and then I would ask 
Dr. Cook to talk about specific programmatic details. The reason 
why we have put in our budgets request an acceleration of the 
work that we would do for the warhead, the W80–4 on the Air 
Force’s long-range standoff capability, is the Air Force and the De-
partment of Defense have expressed a need for military require-
ment to move the date for capability 2 years to the left. And there-
fore, this whole idea was vetted within the Nuclear Weapons Coun-
cil.

We took a very close look at it in terms of what it would mean 
in terms of workload on our laboratories, on our production plants, 
and on our funding capabilities, and decided, in collaboration with 
the rest of our Department of Defense colleagues in the Nuclear 
Weapons Council, that we could support a move of our work, our 
portion of the work, the warhead portion of the work from 2027 to 
2025.

And I will leave it to Dr. Cook to talk about specifics of the pro-
gram.

Mr. COOK. Sure. I will try to answer briefly. Because the first 
production unit was moved up 2 years, we needed to take a more 
aggressive start. What we learned, to answer your question, from 
the W76–1 and from the B61 Mod 12 was that we had funded the 
technology maturation efforts too late. GAO also did a review of 
LEP activities, and the recommendation was we fund upfront the 
technology maturation activities to reduce the risk and to make the 
rest of the life extension programs move more slowly. So we have 
taken that experience, we increased by $167 million because a 2- 
year pushup, our request from the fiscal year 2015 incep, and we 
have the teams now in the third quarter of—I am sorry, in this 
year third quarter of the 61 phase. We go to 62 in July. 

Mr. SIMPSON. What would be the impacts on security, on any-
thing else, if this 2-year move-up of this wasn’t funded? 

Mr. COOK. Do you want to answer the first part? 
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General KLOTZ. Yeah, I will start the first part. In terms of the 
warhead itself, the current warhead on the air launch cruise mis-
sile, the W80, the family from which we propose that the warhead 
for the long-range standoff capability come from, is in reasonably 
good shape. So the real issue has to do with the missile platform. 
And that really is an Air Force Pentagon issue, so I would leave 
it to them to describe what their concerns are. And I suspect they 
would have to do that in a closed session. 

Mr. COOK. On the W80 warhead itself, we made the down selec-
tion to the family, but we recognize that the existing warhead is 
an older warhead, and so there might be some modest risk in hav-
ing a later date. But the real issue here is that many of the non- 
nuclear technologies will be drawn from the B61 Mod 12. So if we 
do the W80 Mod 4 after the 61 is completed, we can most cost effec-
tively use those technologies. It also levelizes the workforce, par-
ticularly at Y–12 and at Pantex to do this, and that was one of the 
key considerations in the Weapon Council decision as well. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Ms. Kaptur. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to thank you and 

the other members for their courtesy. I was on the floor testifying, 
or speaking on the Passenger Rail Act. I wanted to also say that 
both Mr. Visclosky and Ms. Roybal-Allard, were here before I was, 
so I am happy to rotate to them first. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Go ahead. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Are they okay? All right. 
Thank you so very much for your testimony today. In view of the 

time, I will just move into questions and not—we placed, through 
Mr. Visclosky, our statement in the records, our openings state-
ment in the record. 

Dr. Cook, in fiscal year 2015, Congress directed a new program 
be formed to provide focus and transparency to manufacturing de-
velopment activities that were in your budget request. In the fiscal 
year 2016 budget request, you are eliminating dedicated funding 
for additive manufacturing. How much of the budget request in-
vests in development of additive manufacturing capabilities for 
stockpile production needs, and how do you expect to develop a do-
mestic supplier base without coordinated strategic management? 

Mr. COOK. The short answer is that we are not reducing the 
amount of money we are deploying in additive manufacturing, but 
it is a field that is growing so rapidly, that although in fiscal year 
2015 we have a separate line for it, in fiscal year 2016, we re-
quested that that not be a separate line. Our estimate is that by 
the end of 2015, when you count not only the part which was ap-
propriated as the omnibus, but other parts in the core programs, 
our expenditure on additive manufacturing for weapons will ap-
proach $30 million per annum. So in 2016, based on the rate of the 
development, we thought it would be best to treat that basically as 
normal business, because it is growing so rapidly. That allows us 
to tie it to the LEPs directly as well as to additional research. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you for your clarification on that. The NNSA 
has already been tasked to provide a technology roadmap for devel-
oping additive manufacturing. When might we receive the roadmap 
and what might it say? 
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Mr. COOK. I believe the roadmap is scheduled to be delivered in 
April. It is about mid-April. I know this because we had a meeting 
on this earlier this week, went through the substance of the road-
map. It is looking good. And so short answer is about a month and 
a few weeks from now. 

Ms. KAPTUR. All right. 
Mr. Administrator, development of the long-range standoff mis-

sile will improve our military’s long-range strike capabilities. Will 
the advancements provide new military capability, and might these 
have adverse impacts on our strategic stability? 

General KLOTZ. Again, I think that is a question which is based 
upon military requirements. Our role in this process is to develop 
a safe, secure, and reliable, effective warhead for a particular mili-
tary requirement. So the need to move from air launched—to have 
a successor to the current air launch cruise missile has been a mili-
tary requirement defined by the Air Force through U.S. Strategic 
Command and up to the Pentagon. 

What we were asked to do in this particular case is to consider 
the various options and alternatives for a warhead that would go 
on a new platform for a cruise missile-like capability. And that is 
what we have done by taking the existing warhead that is on the 
air launch cruise missile. We will do some work to enhance the 
safety and the security of that particular warhead. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Do you think that there might be perceptions by 
other nuclear states that this would serve to destabilize those rela-
tionships?

General KLOTZ. Well, this is a capability that the Air Force—and 
now I am speaking as a former Air Force officer, although we have 
an Air Force officer here. Maybe I should defer that to S.L. But this 
is a capability which the Air Force, quite frankly, has had for some 
time.

S.L., did you want to—— 
General DAVIS. No, ma’am, and I would agree. Obviously, the 

DOD has identified some new threats. They are trying to stay 
ahead of the defensive efforts that are going on. And that is what 
is going on here, to maintain the capability, the same capability 
that we currently have, into the future. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. And my final question, Mr. Adminis-
trator, in this round, is your fiscal year 2016 budget request in-
cludes $100 million for operating uranium enrichment centrifuges 
that were constructed as part of a joint demonstration project with 
USEC, now known as Centrus. How would you evaluate the 
progress made by the interagency review to understand the min-
imum uranium and tritium requirements, and what do you believe 
to be the best use of taxpayer dollars to meet those requirements? 

General KLOTZ. That is an extraordinarily good question, and 
thank you for asking it. There has been an interagency working 
group addressing what our tritium requirements are, what our low- 
enriched uranium requirements are, and what ultimately our high-
ly-enriched uranium requirements for naval reactors might be. This 
process is still going on. I believe we have some reporting require-
ments mandated by legislation that will require us to report the re-
sults of that particular effort. 
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In the meantime, what the Department of Energy through the 
NNSA has done is to keep in a warm standby mode the 120 cen-
trifuges which are now managed by Centrus at the Piketon plant 
in Ohio, and we have asked the M&O contractor for the Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory in Tennessee to provide oversight for that. 

So this capability, we feel, we ought to be able to maintain until 
such time as we determine what a reasonable path forward is to 
meet not only the low-enriched uranium requirements that the Na-
tion has, but also the tritium requirements that the Nation has. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for this 
round.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. We are fortunate to have on this com-
mittee still the former chairman and ranking member of this sub-
committee, Mr. Frelinghuysen and Mr. Visclosky, who now prob-
ably have the toughest jobs in Congress as chairman of the Defense 
Committee and ranking member of the Defense Committee, with 
the potential sequestration and the impact that it would have on 
those appropriations. But they obviously have very strong interests 
in this subject. 

So Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. He has been trying to move me off the com-

mittee, and I am being facetious because I know this is being re-
corded for posterity. But Chairman Simpson is a great chairman, 
and has been on this committee as long as I have been. And Mr. 
Visclosky and I and Congressman Calvert and Ms. Kaptur and I 
had the Secretary of Defense before us this morning across the 
hall, and Chairman Martin Dempsey, and not surprisingly, and 
there was someone else, the Comptroller there too. They affirmed 
the importance of the nuclear deterrent, and that is something 
which is so critical. 

Without getting into sort of the details about platforms, your 
role—we are aware of the Department of Defense needs. And you 
have increases in here, in your budget. How would you manage 
those reductions? How would you absorb those reductions under 
the Budget Control Act? You have come in with some increases for, 
you know, weapons activity, but how would you actually get to the 
sequester numbers? 

General KLOTZ. Because, as you well know, the NNSA budget is 
part of the larger 050 budget, we essentially draw from the same 
pot of money that the Department of Defense does for the plat-
forms that are associated with the nuclear deterrent. Therefore, de-
cisions about where we would go within specific life extension pro-
grams, but also funding for various capabilities, be it in the science 
and technology area, be it in surveillance, be it in uranium, pluto-
nium or tritium production, would have to be part of a discussion 
with the Department of Defense in terms of what they thought the 
priorities were with respect to military requirements. 

So I would expect that would be a dialogue that would take 
place, again, within the Nuclear Weapons Council in terms of what 
was most dear to them from an overall national strategy and policy 
perspective, informed, of course, by NNSA in terms of technical fea-
sibility, costs, managing the workload across our laboratories and 
our production plants. 
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. As Mr. Simpson said, and others have said 
in the public arena, there is a distinct possibility. You know, we 
have to mark to the law here. 

General KLOTZ. Right. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So we are going to need your cooperation 

and support to make the right decisions. No matter what our mili-
tary brass says, and I think most members feel the nuclear deter-
rent is so critically important, we still have to mark to those budg-
et caps. So more cooperation, not that we have had any resistance, 
is better than less. And I am confident we will meet our obligations 
to support the deterrent. But I think it is important for you to give 
us some assurance that you are going to be working to take a look 
at those reductions which you can impact just from your perspec-
tive.

General KLOTZ. Yes, sir. We will commit to do that and we will 
also commit to work very closely, collaboratively, openly, trans-
parently with the members of this committee as well as the staff. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Appreciate it. 
Mr. Visclosky. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ad-

ministrator, I understand you have been in your position for just 
under a year. And I have had great respect for those who have pre-
ceded you in that position. But just before I ask my two questions, 
I would tell you that I am very disturbed that, as I go through 
some of the issues and questions that we would like to see covered 
today, whether it is uranium enrichment under the now so-called 
Centrus, whether it is laboratory overhead, whether it is labora-
tory-directed research, whether it is excess facilities, I was, at first, 
struck that these were simply Xeroxed questions from another dec-
ade; and so would urge you to be very deliberate and very demand-
ing of your staff and people at NNSA to fix some of these problems 
that have been longstanding for well in excess of a decade to a dec-
ade and a half. And again, I understand you have been in your po-
sition less than a year, but I am appalled that we continue to cover 
the same ground year in and year out with all the bright, com-
petent people under your direction. 

The first of two questions I have is, you are working to finalize 
a design of the B61–12 and move towards production in that life 
extension program by 2020. In this year’s budget, you are also un-
dertaking major work on both the W88 alteration that will also 
begin production in 2020, and the life extension program of the 
W80 that is part of the LRSO program. 

I am concerned, both about the workload of taking on so many 
design projects simultaneously, and the affordability of doing all 
three weapons programs at the same time, particularly when we 
may not have the luxury of exceeding the budget caps. If I could 
have your response, please. 

General KLOTZ. Yes, sir, and if I could give a general response 
and then Don can talk about the specifics of the B61 and the other 
LEPs.

Those were issues which concerned us as well, as we confronted 
the requests that were coming out of the Nuclear Weapons Council 
in terms of the way forward on these LEPs. And we had to look 
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very, very carefully at workload within our laboratories and within 
the production plants, particularly at Pantex and at Y–12, to make 
sure that the timing and the way in which these things unfolded 
would not create bottlenecks in terms of the workforce and the 
throughput.

The other issue we had to do was to make sure, as Dr. Cook al-
luded to earlier, there is overlap in terms of specific types of compo-
nents and capabilities and developments in each of these LEPs. 
And we had to make sure that they were timed in such a way that 
developments in one LEP that had spinoffs in another LEP were 
phased in such a way that we could proceed with both. 

Mr. COOK. Sure. Let me give you quick status of where we are. 
I will start with the bottom line and then support it a bit. Every 
single LEP is meeting its scope, cost, and schedule requirements at 
this point. So some of the details, the 76–1 that we had some start-
up issues with several years ago—I recall deeply, you probably do, 
too—we passed the halfway point last September. We are now in 
the second half of the build. We will complete that by the end of 
fiscal——

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Which system is that? 
Mr. COOK. W76–1. It is the sea-carried ballistic missile for the 

Navy.
The 61 Mod 12, the gravity bomb, has met all of its require-

ments, both for the bomb body and for the Air Force portion of the 
tail kit this year. That is coming along well. In that program, I re-
quired, and the labs and plants have supported it, that we intro-
duce earn value management techniques and the full extent of 
them in the life extension programs, because these are major acqui-
sitions.

I hold a quarterly review—General Davis can probably comment 
too—on the Air Force and the Navy personnel and DOD folks who 
come over to the Forrestal Building to join in the quarterly re-
views. Following that, each quarter we issue a selected acquisition 
report, which your staff have access to and you can track, and it 
supports where we are in the programs. Most recently, in addition, 
on the W88 Alt 370, which is the new arming, fuzing, and firing 
system for, again, the sea-carried weapons system, but now a W88, 
through a concerted surveillance program, Nuclear Weapons Coun-
cil decided that we would undertake a refresh of the conventional 
high explosive based on surveillance results, and because it would 
be most effective and efficient to do that while we had the weapons 
at Pantex to do the AF&F anyway. 

Lastly, on the W80 Mod 4, we have commented already directly, 
but I believe that that is going to follow the track of actually good 
planning, getting the tech maturation funding upfront, and then a 
fairly smooth execution. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. If I could, Mr. Chairman, just one other question. 
Dr. Cook, I would congratulate you, because it is my understanding 
on the B61–12 things are on schedule and on budget. Many of 
these programs you have encountered significant cost increases and 
schedule delays in the past. As far as the 88 and the 80, if we look 
back on the B61–12, are we past those points of where there is still 
uniqueness and uncertainty, or might we still have concern that we 
will hit some bumps in the road, if you would? 
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Mr. COOK. I will answer. Specifically for the 88, we are past that 
point. The 88 is now in its third year of full-scale engineering, so 
all the early-phase things are done. It is also following the EVM. 
We, again, do quarterly reviews and select the acquisition reports. 
The W80 Mod 4 is not yet at that point, but it will follow the same 
track. So we have already begun the quarterly reviews. We already 
bring in the Air Force in the reviews. We are tightly coupled there. 
And because of the development on the 61 non-nuclear components, 
we are going to be doing a heavy reuse LEP. That always actually 
reduces the risk rather than increases it. I might ask if General 
Davis has any comment to offer with regard to the partnership for 
the Armed Forces and the DOD on these efforts. 

General DAVIS. Well, I would just add that, so as we look to the 
Nuclear Weapons Council to help us with the requirements, we are 
lashed up with the DOD throughout the development acquisition 
program. And, as a matter of fact, my role, being embedded at the 
NNSA, is to help facilitate that relationship, which I believe is very 
strong.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Mr. Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Yes, sir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General 

Davis, Dr. Cook, General Klotz, it is great to see you all. Thank 
you so much. General Klotz, I would like to just say, I am looking 
so forward to being with you next week as we do the ribbon cutting 
on the roads for the uranium processing facility. I want to thank 
you personally for all of your hard work on this project, bringing 
this in under budget, under time. And I appreciate that so much, 
as well as your willingness to work with us throughout your tenure 
in this position. 

As you know, the uranium processing facility is key to the future 
of Y–12 and reducing the risk of operating in very seriously-aging 
facilities. Please discuss, with some specificity for our sub-
committee, the highs and lows of the funding profile and the crit-
ical need for sequencing the work to lowering funding highs in the 
outyears.

General KLOTZ. This is specifically for UPF? 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. That is correct. 
General KLOTZ. Yes, sir. Well, thank you, Congressman, and I 

too look forward to coming down to Y–12. As I was explaining ear-
lier, many of these projects have a very long life from start to fin-
ish. They are very complex buildings that are doing work that re-
quire the utmost in terms of safety and security features. And 
therefore, as we reach various milestones over a long period of 
time, it is important to celebrate—to recognize the work of the peo-
ple who have been doing this, the actual labor at the site. And so 
I am delighted that you will be coming down and that we will be 
able to properly recognize the people that are there. 

UPF program was one which, quite frankly, was in trouble. And 
roughly a year or so ago, the NNSA commissioned a Red Team re-
port that was chaired by Dr. Thom Mason at Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory. And he came up with a series of recommendations of 
how to get UPF back on track. We are in the process of imple-
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menting every one of those recommendations in the so-called Red 
Team report. 

One of my first actions in coming on board 11 months ago was 
to appoint a uranium program manager, Mr. Tim Driscoll, to give 
him responsibility over the entire uranium mission from cradle to 
grave, as it were, including owning the project that was being com-
pleted, or is being completed at Y–12 to get us out of building 9215 
by the year 2025. Then a number of steps that he has taken has 
been to reduce as much as possible what we refer to as ‘‘material 
at risk,’’ potentially dangerous materials that are in aging facilities 
and get them into newer facilities, thereby decreasing some of the 
concern that we may have about the safety of aging facilities. 

At the same time, we have adopted the Red Team’s approach to 
the construction of UPF. We are no longer going for a single big 
box building to house all the activities associated with uranium 
processing. It is a very simple assumption that we make, that if 
you have to build everything inside of one building, you have to 
build it at the highest margin of safety and security. And the cost 
per square foot is a lot higher at the top end of that spectrum than 
it is the lower end. So we segregate activities that are associated 
with uranium processing into facilities that have various levels of 
security and safety requirements. 

So in the process, we have divided the whole project up into six 
subprojects. We just complete the site-readiness subproject, which 
is a part of the celebration that we will be at in a few days. We 
are well underway under the site infrastructure and services sub-
project. In fact, we expect to complete some of the paperwork to 
move forward on that this month, and then complete it in April 
2018 at a total project cost of about $78 million. 

Then we will move into a site preparation and long-lead procure-
ment phase. And then the final part of that, once we have achieved 
90 percent design on each of the other projects, is we will move for-
ward with building the segregated buildings I talked about before, 
a mechanical and electrical building to house air-conditioning, elec-
trical facilities, and transformers. We will also have a salvage and 
accountability building. And finally, the main processing building, 
which will be that building which does the processes that require 
the highest safety and security margin. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, General. Mr. Chairman, I think 
I will wait for my final two questions until the next round. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Administrator Klotz, the Congress asked 

that there be an examination into the mission, organization, and 
management of the enterprise and to consider alternatives. First of 
all, there was no question with regards to the efficacy of the nu-
clear deterrent for the foreseeable future. And it also found that 
the stockpile, you know, was safe, secure, and reliable, and that the 
quality of science and research is undiminished. 

However, it did find some areas of concern, and that was at the 
existing governance structure. And many of the practices of the en-
terprise are inefficient and ineffective, thereby putting the entire 
enterprise at risk over the long term. And as a result, the Augus-
tine-Meese report made several recommendations that Congress 
could make to improve the nuclear weapons enterprise, such as 
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having the Senate Armed Services Committee and the Senate En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee approve the confirmation of 
the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary of the Department of En-
ergy.

The report also recommended implementing information sharing 
and collaboration mechanisms to unify and strengthen its mission 
focus oversight across cognizant committees, and to better har-
monize the direction and oversight across the enterprise mission 
areas.

My question is, what are your thoughts on these recommenda-
tions? And do you have any additional recommendations on how 
Congress might improve its handling of the nuclear weapons enter-
prise?

General KLOTZ. Well, let me answer that question directly, and 
then if I could say a little bit more about the report itself. I think 
we are very forward leaning and courageous people sitting at this 
panel, and in the NNSA and the DOE, but I think the last thing 
we would begin to do would be to tell the Congress how it ought 
to organize itself in terms of jurisdiction. 

We read that part of the report with great interest. It is a good 
report. And we thank the people on the panel who have spent over 
a year of their lives contributing to this. It was a very distin-
guished and esteemed panel. They have come up with a lot of 
ideas. I think everyone at this table, as well as throughout the De-
partment of Energy and NNSA, spent a lot of time with the two 
chairs as well as each of the panel members. As you point out, they 
come out with 19 general recommendations and 63 sub rec-
ommendations.

And we think those recommendations fall into three different 
categories: The first are things which the Department of Energy or 
the NNSA can implement now based on existing authorities. And 
indeed, since Secretary Moniz came into office now over a year, al-
most 2 years ago, many of the recommendations that fall into this 
category he is already moving out on, very, very smartly, in terms 
of program management, project management, security, relation-
ship with the laboratories, changing the culture, thinking of the en-
tire 17 laboratory as a single integrated whole. 

Others of the recommendations are clearly beyond our purview. 
There were a number of recommendations that related to how the 
White House is organized and how the Congress is organized. And 
then there is probably a third category of things that would require 
legislative action in terms of changing the way in which we do 
business.

The Congress has asked that the NNSA, that the Administrator 
submit a report giving our views on this report. That is due on the 
17th, I believe, of this month. We are in the process of writing that 
now. Like Dr. Cook mentioned earlier on a report he is looking at, 
I have looked at that multiple times over the last several weeks, 
and we will be forwarding it to the Secretary and the Deputy Sec-
retary soon to get their comments before we send it over. 

I might add, this is not the only report that is out there. There 
were a couple of other reports, another commission chartered by 
the Congress as well as by the National Academy of Sciences that 
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is doing also very, very good work by very knowledgeable and dedi-
cated people to looking at how we can improve our processes. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Okay. The report also recommended replac-
ing a risk-averse culture with a risk-management culture. Chang-
ing the culture of any organization is, of course, very, very, you 
know, difficult. Do you think that there is a need to change that 
culture, and if so, do you have any thoughts on how you would go 
about that? 

General KLOTZ. Yes, I do. But first of all, let me say, safety is 
always paramount in any of our operations. We are dealing with 
materials and chemicals that are inherently dangerous if not han-
dled properly. So we have, as an enterprise, over decades developed 
processes by which we ensure that everything we do takes into ac-
count the safety of the operation, the safety of the people who are 
working on it, and the safety of the people who live in the commu-
nity surrounding our laboratories and our production facilities. So 
we will always focus on ensuring safety. But at some point there 
has to be, you know, a management of the risks and exploring var-
ious alternative courses of actions about how you mitigate risk. 
Sometimes there are multiple options. And what we need to do, 
what I think, under the leadership now at the Department of En-
ergy and the leadership in the NNSA is, we are empowering our 
people to say if they have a better approach as to how to deal with 
a safety concern, that they explore all the options, that they be 
fully vetted, and they don’t necessarily need to jump at the first 
recommendation that comes up. 

So it really is a question of managing risk, but that is what we 
mean by managing risk, is not diminishing the importance we at-
tach to safety or our absolute requirement that we be as safe as 
we possibly can be, but to think about other ways of getting at the 
same objective. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Thank you. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General Klotz, 

welcome. First of all, let me thank you for the very respectful and 
responsive manner in which you have dialogued with me and other 
members of the committee outside the formal structure here. It is 
very insightful for us to be able to gather expertise without the 
constraints of formality of time in a committee. So I am really 
grateful to you in that regard. 

I recognize that you are hoping to delay nonproliferation discus-
sions when we have committee hearings coming up in the next sev-
eral weeks. However, let’s consider this the preliminary round in 
that regard, because you are tasked with nuclear weapons stock-
piles, nuclear nonproliferation, as well as nuclear naval reactors. 
But that second leg of the stool is absolutely so critical. We have 
tried to take a decided focus on it in order to dive deeper and really 
evaluate whether the entire architecture of the approach is cre-
ating the highest and best possible outcome, which is the preven-
tion of something going wrong in the nuclear world, particularly 
the spread of nuclear weapons and that technology. 

In this regard, there is a line in your overview here that says the 
nuclear nonproliferation program is also restructuring to place 
more emphasis on capabilities as opposed to specific programs. And 
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I think that actually hints at what I am talking about. This is 
when you are referring to the reorganization that you have done 
internally with some of your accounts. As an aside as well, what 
we have done as an office, and I think it reflects a creative effort 
on our part, but it also is a bit frustrating, because we cannot find 
a singular source—maybe there isn’t one—which could give us a 
comprehensive overview of the various nonproliferation efforts 
across agencies. 

Now, here is our attempt at it right here, which is about 25 dif-
ferent programs, some of which are under the umbrella of coopera-
tive threat reduction; others are not; and then there are other re-
lated programs which are smaller that, again, don’t appear in any 
strategic overview, a document that has a strategic overview. 
Maybe that exists; maybe it doesn’t; maybe we have to talk about 
it in another setting. If it doesn’t exist, I think it is confirmation 
of what I think—what I am concerned about, as well as what you 
are doing, trying to look at capabilities rather than just continuing 
to focus on specific programs. 

That is fundamentally my commentary. I would like you to re-
spond to that, because this is absolutely so critical that we continue 
to think constructively, creatively, in light of emerging threats, in 
light of constrained budgets, in light of not getting caught into 
what I call just inheriting legacies, because on the Appropriations 
Committee, we basically are confined to choosing whether or not to 
plus something up or to cut it. But the deeper question is, how do 
we get to its fundamental purpose maybe in a more effective way? 
Now, that involves authorizing committees as such, but this is, in 
my mind, an appropriate place to have this dialogue with you. So 
I will stop there and let you respond. 

General KLOTZ. Well, thank you very much, sir, for the question, 
and thank you very much for your leadership in this particular en-
deavor. I was aware of it before I came into government, and I am 
delighted to have now the opportunity of being in this position to 
work more directly with you and your staff on this issue. 

The defense nuclear nonproliferation part of our portfolio is an 
extremely important part of our portfolio. As we were discussing 
earlier, however, it is one that is often misunderstood, and it is 
often one that is overlooked. We have people working in countries, 
not just in Russia, where a lot of the effort has been over the past 
couple decades, but around the world to reduce the threat of nu-
clear proliferation and nuclear terrorism through a variety of pro-
grams and means that begin with the fundamental assumption 
that the one thing that a would-be proliferant or a would-be ter-
rorist needs first and foremost is the special nuclear material that 
is associated with nuclear radiological devices. So if we can lock 
that down, if we can secure that down, if we can create security 
cultures which impose best practices, if we can get to the right di-
agnostic tools and things like securing borders, then we have dealt 
with a lot of that. 

What we have done, which I hope will address some of your con-
cerns about what sort of comprehensive presentation of this, is the 
Secretary of Energy made a decision that just as we put out a doc-
ument known as the Stockpile Stewardship Management Plan 
every year, which goes in great detail about each of our life exten-
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sion programs, our construction projects, our science and our re-
search at the laboratories and at the production plants, we need to 
have a companion document that addresses this particular part of 
our mission. So at roughly the same time that the Stockpile Stew-
ardship Management Plan is released, which will be in the next 2 
to 3 weeks or so, we hope to be able to release a document which 
covers this. 

What we have done, and as you rightly pointed out, there were 
a lot of programs that grew up in the aftermath of the collapse of 
the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War that were focused 
on specific types of activities, a lot of them in the former Soviet 
Union or in Russia. We have taken, over the last couple of years, 
what we call an over-the-horizon approach to think about what are 
the threats in the area of nuclear proliferation and nuclear ter-
rorism in the future that we need to be dealing with, a future in 
which more and more countries are pursuing the path of civil nu-
clear facilities. More and more countries will have access to this 
type of nuclear material. And these may be countries that do not 
have the security culture of working with these types of activities 
or materials. 

So we have reorganized our office for doing that into broad gen-
eral areas, material management and minimization, global mate-
rial security, nonproliferation arms control, research and develop-
ment, and we have also proposed changing our budget categories 
to move nuclear counterterrorism and incident response from the 
weapons activity account into the defense nuclear nonproliferation 
account. Under the firm belief that we need to approach this whole 
mission as a continuum that runs from preventing people from 
having access to nuclear radiological materials, and then, God for-
bid, if they do, countering that acquisition, and then, God forbid, 
if they ever use it, responding to their actions. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, thank you, General, for that. Is the re-
port going to look at this in depth in terms of what is under your 
authorities alone, or is it going to look at it through the lens of the 
multi-agencies that are involved with this? 

General KLOTZ. The report, and, again, it is another report I 
have been spending my time reading over the last several weeks, 
will address the interagency work that is done. But beyond the 
interagency work, also the international work that is done, work 
that we do bilaterally with partner nations as well as work that we 
do with multilateral organizations. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. So this is going to be the place for the com-
prehensive understanding of the whole-of-government approach to 
nonproliferation?

General KLOTZ. We will discuss the whole-of-government ap-
proach, but as you rightly point out, there are other programs with-
in the government, particularly in the Department of Defense, the 
Cooperative Threat Reduction Program, which, in the past was 
largely focused on nuclear, but over time is now focused more on 
chemical and biological threats to our security and the security of 
our allies. But the coordinating mechanism for work in this area 
by agencies is in the National Security Council staff as a congres-
sionally-mandated, created organization. It performs the convening 
and the integrating work in this very, very important area. And I 
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have the highest respect for those people in the National Security 
Council who are working on this. They have deep experience and 
passion for this particular activity. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Calvert. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Administrator, thank 

you. Dr. Cook, General Davis, appreciate you being here. Thank 
you for your service. 

I just want to carry on with what Mr. Fortenberry is saying, but 
more regarding the GAO report that came out recently, more about 
domestic radiological material, which I think, in some respects may 
be more problematic than some material overseas. It seems that we 
have this material everywhere because we can’t seem to get to-
gether to build a central depository for this—I think we need to get 
around to that, but that is another subject—to better secure that 
material. But right now, as you know, that material is everywhere. 
And even those folks who had some issues about some material, I 
think some incidents between 2006 and 2012, where some radio-
active material was stolen. And given the terrorist threats that we 
have, I also get to serve on the Intelligence Committee and get to 
listen to the threat assessments, and we may have the highest 
threat assessment since 9/11 right now; that is not a secret in 
itself. And so this material, it is advertised where it is located. 
Some of it is not secure as much as it should be, as I am sure you 
are aware. And a dirty bomb certainly could create some damage, 
but certainly a lot of panic. 

General KLOTZ. Exactly. 
Mr. CALVERT. And so where the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

is responsible for licensing or regulating this, but I think your 
agency is a big responsibility to working with NRC to ensure the 
safety of these materials. Any comment about that, about how we 
are going to secure those domestic radiological sources? 

General KLOTZ. Thank you. No, sir, you put your finger on a very 
worrisome issue. You are right, the NRC has the responsibility for 
regulating that particular aspect of it. But what we have, I think, 
in addition to the NRC, what we have is special technical insight 
into how to detect these types of materials, how to tell when they 
are being transported, how best to secure them, and also, how you 
can come up with alternative approaches to use of particular types 
of materials. 

For instance, one of the things that we have been, we, the NNSA 
and the Department of Energy, have been leading is in the produc-
tion of isotopes for medical purposes, moving away from using 
highly-enriched uranium in the production of those to using low-en-
riched uranium, thereby reducing the attractiveness, perhaps, of 
anyone who might want to try to acquire special nuclear material 
through that route. 

But I should go back to this report that we discussed earlier. We 
have committed to your staff that we will brief them and you be-
fore we release this particular report. And there will be classified— 
you mentioned the intelligence aspect—there will be a classified 
annex to that, which will also be—obviously we can discuss in a 
more private setting. 
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Mr. CALVERT. It is my understanding that the NNSA is devel-
oping technology that would, if successful, improve tracking of radi-
ological sources while in transit. Is that technology being devel-
oped? If not, what is the timeline of that? 

General KLOTZ. Let me get back to you, sir, if I could, with spe-
cific details on that. But yes, the detecting, tracking, locating spe-
cial nuclear materials is a longstanding scientific research and de-
velopment activity of many of the NNSA labs, but not just the 
NNSA labs, the other laboratories—the 17 laboratories in the DOE 
enterprise.

In fact, I was just up at Idaho National Labs, along with some 
members of this Subcommittee, a couple weeks ago, and Idaho Na-
tional Labs is one of the leading facilities in terms of doing this 
type of research, but also training people, not just from the United 
States, but from other countries in detecting radiological and nu-
clear materials. 

Mr. CALVERT. And finally, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that 
we find a suitable depository location. I think there is one in a part 
of Nevada to—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. Southern Nevada. 
Mr. CALVERT. Southern Nevada. Close enough. You got no worry. 

To deposit some of this material. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Mr. Valadao. 
Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Chairman. 
Thank you for taking some time for us today. Overhead rates for 

fiscal year 2013 were 41 percent for Los Alamos, 61 percent for 
Lawrence Livermore, and 43 percent for Sandia. 

Mr. Administrator, in the past, Congress, has expressed concerns 
of the high overhead costs of the NNSA’s national laboratories. 
These overhead expenses are charged to each program, project and 
activity for the infrastructure, general and administrative, labora-
tory research and development, pensions and other costs which are 
paid out of an indirect cost pool. While this a valid accounting 
structure to pay for costs, there is very little insight into what is 
being paid out of these indirect cost pools since they are entirely 
managed by the contractor. These rates and the resulting size of 
these indirect cost pools are approved annually by you, the admin-
istrator, and represent a very large percentage of your budget 
costs.

What insight do you have into the costs that are being paid from 
these contractor managed indirect cost pools? 

Mr. COOK. Let me address this. It has come up a couple of times. 
A piece of this is LDRD, and I would like to address that head on. 
In fact, I will give a point of concern in this regard. Because of the 
pressure that we have with regard to funding the life extension 
programs and the stockpile maintenance for an increasingly aged 
stockpile, we have never had a stockpile this old, then because of 
those pressures, we actually had to reduce our RDT&E account. 

If you looked at the 2015 request compared to the 2016, we did 
not have increases, we reduced over the FMCSA period about a 
third of a billion dollars in that area, coupled with the reduction 
in the LDRD, you could call it overhead rate, it is a tax, from 8 
percent to 6 percent. That coupled effect means that we are focus-
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ing very well on the short term, but to an extent at the expense 
of the long-term. 

Now, that is a part of the overhead. We have achieved savings, 
we have articulated those to the Department of Defense, we have 
worked those in a report that has come back here. So that if you 
look at the ratio of the overhead to direct expenses and if you un-
derstand that RDT&E coupled with a reduction in LDRD gives us 
a long-term concern, you can actually see a trend that is down-
ward, not upward, but at the same point, I want to address that 
that is a concern. 

I would be happy to take a follow-up question if you wanted to. 
If I could add one more point, just to help thinking about LDRD, 

almost everything of importance in the nuclear deterrent, in the 
weapon program originated in LDRD and then it moved to R&D. 
The radar in the B–61, the W–88, the W–87 all came from LDRD. 
If we look at things like the future LEPs, most of the components 
came out of LDRD. We saved the better part of, I would just rough-
ly estimate it, $1 to $2 billion by doing the research and develop-
ment to determine how long plutonium pits last. That is tied to the 
overhead in that it is tied to LDRD. But I just wanted to empha-
size that point. 

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you. 
Yield back. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Ms. Kaptur. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Administrator Klotz, in this new foundation for the nuclear en-

terprise, there is a sentence right before the end that says that fun-
damental void is the lack of an affordable executable joint DOD– 
DOE vision, plan or program for the future of nuclear deterrence 
capabilities.

Do you agree with that? 
General KLOTZ. No, I don’t. And I recall—I recall that sentence. 

There is a—— 
Ms. KAPTUR. That is a pretty strong sentence. 
General KLOTZ. There are a series of directives that come from 

the White House, that come from the Department of Defense that 
lay out in some—they are—and most of them are classified, the 
Nuclear Posture Review was not, but many of the other documents 
are, that taken as a body provide direction, and very clear direc-
tion, I might add, to virtually all of our activities, from our work 
on the life extension programs, to the size of the stockpile, to the 
characteristics and nature of the stockpile, but also to the delivery 
systems.

So I think if—while you may not go to, you know, one particular 
piece of paper that lays all that out, my sense would be that across 
these half dozen or so documents, every element of what we do is 
very clearly articulated. 

Would you—— 
Mr. COOK. Yeah. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Please, Dr. Cook. 
Mr. COOK. If I could follow up. The way in which the stockpile 

stewardship and management plan has evolved over the last 5 
years, half decade, has been increasingly with participation of all 
the other elements that are outside of NNSA as well. Right now 
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we will issue, as the Administrator said, in about 3 weeks a major 
revision of the plan. In the other year, we do an update, but this 
will have a major revision. All elements, DOD policy, DOD AT&L, 
the Airforce, the Navy, the Joint Staff’s Strategic Command, and 
NNSA all look at that document to integrate those aspects of the 
nuclear warheads that couple to the platforms. That is in one docu-
ment. And they actually provide some of the writing in some of the 
parts. It undergoes review by OMB, it undergoes review within the 
Nuclear Weapon Council. And I think if there is one place to look, 
you can look at that. 

There are other plans for platforms that are connected—again, I 
would offer General Davis the opportunity to comment with regard 
to this—and by the nature of what we mentioned earlier, inviting 
the services into the quarterly reviews we do for every single life 
extension. We have given such transparency, that they are no 
longer stating any concern about transparency. In fact, it takes a 
lot of their time to come over to the Forrestal building so often to 
go through these reviews that we have enjoined them in. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Do you agree with the report’s recommendation 
that a new name be assigned to the Department, the Department 
of Energy and Nuclear Security? 

General KLOTZ. Personally—we haven’t put out the report yet, 
our response on March 17. I think Department of Energy sounds 
just fine. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Okay. The report also says that there was a lack 
of an urgent and clear mission and lack of follow-through in assur-
ing adequate performance to modernize the nuclear stockpile. 
When we look at the amount of money that has been spent over 
the years, I guess there is a question of whether there was ade-
quate—it doesn’t appear that there was inadequate funding, but 
with the cost overruns and so forth in so many accounts, something 
happened to performance? 

General KLOTZ. Well, indeed. And that is one of the things 
which, as I indicated earlier, since Secretary Moniz has come in 
and now that you have leadership in the NNSA, that we have been 
focusing like a laser beam on, in terms of improving and empow-
ering the role of our program managers for the various activities 
we have, the life extension programs, the various commodities, ura-
nium, plutonium, tritium they have to deal with, as well as project 
management.

Three years ago the NNSA created a new organization called the 
Office of Acquisition and Program Management, which has brought 
a level of expertise, experience and discipline to the process of 
project management and acquisition that we probably did not have 
in the NNSA or within the DOE before. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Do you think that one of the problems with the 
overspending is that the talents no longer existed in our country 
or that the componentry was not able to be built, that there was 
a very shallow bench, or that you just didn’t have people who were 
capable, which is what you are saying? 

I am wondering if you look at back and sort of sum it up, what 
happened? What happened with the amounts that were appro-
priated but then, you know, oh, gosh, we don’t have the correct 
amount there, you know, add some more, add billions on more 
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here? What do you—where do you—how do you encapsulate that 
for the American people so they understand what happened? 

General KLOTZ. Well, again, there are a number of reasons why 
costs go up. What I suggested earlier was that within the Depart-
ment and within the NNSA in particular, there was not what we 
might refer to as regular order, and the way in which other Depart-
ments, take the Department of Defense, addressed the whole ques-
tion of acquisition and project management, and the tools and the 
discipline and the process by which they go through to ensure that 
cost and schedule are met, from having various alternatives which 
are analyzed, from cost estimation, to the actual program and 
project management, which are both science and art, and that 
didn’t exist. 

But within the Department and within the NNSA and within our 
field offices, we are building that type of capacity. It is not some-
thing we can turn on and off like a light switch. We have to recruit 
the people, we have to rely upon the good offices of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers to provide us augmented capabilities in this 
area, but we are beginning to see some success in terms of the 
work that has been done in this area. For instance, the GAO has 
taken us off their list of high risk projects for all projects $750 mil-
lion and below. 

Now, we still have three projects that cost more than $750 mil-
lion that are on the high risk list, and those are the ones which 
we are, again, focusing on and getting control in terms of our ap-
proach, our analysis of alternatives, our cost estimation, and hold-
ing both the Federal—those who are responsible for Federal over-
sight as well as the contractors accountable. 

Now, in terms of specific life extension programs—— 
Mr. COOK. Sure. Let me try and answer quickly and then get 

ready to turn it over to General Davis. I saw the commission de-
velop as well. I think to an extent the comment that you read, Rep-
resentative, might be a bit of a dated comment. And so it took a 
couple of years to really form up the review. 

In that period of time, we have made considerable progress. I 
mentioned earlier the formality we brought in to the life extension 
projects. And if I could comment, there is a difference between the 
LEPs and then nuclear construction. In fact, America has not done 
much nuclear construction, and so the Administrator, certainly my 
colleague, Bob Raines, and others found that the nuclear construc-
tion which we need to do for some of these projects does not exist 
in industry, getting qualified vendors, who are in short supply, is 
difficult.

Turning back to the stockpile, we have made some alignments 
the better part of a year ago with General Davis, so the stockpile— 
in defense programs, I have six organizational units, three of them 
are now firmly alined with General Davis: the stockpile that we 
have, the life extension programs, and also the Office of Secure 
Transportation, which you don’t hear about very often, and that is 
a really good thing. They perform every day some very critical 
tasks.

Ms. KAPTUR. And you are asking for more money for them, I 
think, here. 
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Mr. COOK. We are. We are. We took some reductions in a couple 
of years, and—— 

Ms. KAPTUR. 14.9 percent. 
Mr. COOK. Yes. In that area, we need to now begin the work to 

refresh or change from the safeguard transporters that we have to 
a new transporter that will have, again, important security fea-
tures that are updated. 

But the disciplines that we have included, both in the stockpile 
for the life extension programs and acquisitions and in construc-
tion, I think, are substantially different today than we had 3 or 4 
years ago. Still 2 years ago, the view was that we were mobing, but 
we have arrived to a point where we needed to. I am fairly con-
fident that on the LEP side, we have got good actions occurring 
now. And the construction is shaping up just fine, in my view. 

General KLOTZ. Well, two examples. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Very briefly. 
General KLOTZ. We delivered a new modern plant at Kansas 

City, moving out of the Bannister Road complex that was built dur-
ing the second world war, into a facility that is half the size and 
much more efficient and much more environmentally friendly, facil-
ity.

We also delivered the high explosive pressing facility through the 
good offices of the Army Corps of Engineer at Pantex, in Amarillo 
on time and on budget. So, you know, we are starting to make 
progress in this area. We still have a lot of work to do, we still 
have a lot of bench strength we need to build within our organiza-
tions, but I think we are on the right path. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Are we not educating people? 
Mr. SIMPSON. Very briefly. 
Ms. KAPTUR. They just don’t want to—— 
Mr. SIMPSON. Very briefly. 
Ms. KAPTUR [continuing]. Come to—— 
Mr. SIMPSON. Excuse me. 
Ms. KAPTUR. They just don’t want to come back to the—they 

don’t want to work for the government? 
Mr. SIMPSON. I need to see if any other members—we are voting 

now and we have a few minutes left before the vote. If there are 
any other members that have any brief questions that they could 
ask for—Mr. Visclosky? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 
I have several questions for the record, if I could, but just want 

to, while you are here, emphasize that the great concern about the 
potential disposition of radioactive metal, particularly steel, into 
the market, and the potential disruption to the domestic supply, 
given consumer concerns. 

And, Dr. Cook, again for the record, in relation to the answers 
you gave to the gentleman from California on overhead costs, I did 
not clearly understand your answer. That is my fault, not yours, 
but the question I guess I would ask for the record is whether or 
not, in fact, you would agree with the Inspector General’s assertion 
that there is potentially a significant unallowable cost way that 
overhead is computed. 

And, secondly, I appreciate the contributions that have been 
made by lab-directed research, but I understand there is a statu-
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tory maximum of 6 percent, and that today we are at 10 percent, 
and that there is a deadline to be met by October 1st, if I am cor-
rect?

Mr. COOK. Could I—could I address those? 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. And just again for the record, to the extent we 

have the time. 
Mr. COOK. Okay. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate that. There will be other questions 

that come for the record. 
One thing I do want to ask you before you go, and you will prob-

ably have to answer this for the record also, but I am sure there 
will be other questions coming, the subcommittee requires the De-
partment to provide an independently verified cost estimate for 
every construction project that exceeds $100 million. This estimate 
is important for the subcommittee, as it helps determine whether 
the project is affordable before we can commence construction. You 
have provided a project strategy for the uranium processing facility 
that envisions significant funding being appropriated for construc-
tion in advance of setting the project baseline. In fact, you have al-
ready issued a pre-solicitation to begin some of these activities in 
fiscal year 2015 before completing a conceptual design of the facil-
ity.

Why should Congress provide funding to begin construction ac-
tivities before we have a verified cost estimate? And in your budget 
justification, it lists a whole bunch of ‘‘to be determineds’’’ and ‘‘not 
applicables’’’. And will you be able to provide an update of those 
project cost sheets for the record? 

General KLOTZ. We will. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. And you can answer the rest of it in—— 
General KLOTZ. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON [continuing]. In the submission, because I hate to 

have you stay here for an hour while we go over and vote. That 
is not a good time of ours or yours, so—— 

General KLOTZ. I appreciate that. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I do appreciate you coming today to discuss this 

with the subcommittee. As I said, please have the responses to the 
questions and the information requested in within 4 weeks as we 
start to put together a budget. And we will see you again when we 
start talking about non-proliferation and other activities. 

General KLOTZ. All right. Look forward to it. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you all. 
General KLOTZ. Thank you. 
Mr. COOK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Committee is adjourned. 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 25, 2015. 

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, 
NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION AND NAVAL REACTORS 

WITNESSES
FRANK KLOTZ, ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY AD-

MINISTRATION
ANNE HARRINGTON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR DEFENSE NU-

CLEAR NONPROLIFERATION, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY AD-
MINISTRATION

ADMIRAL JOHN M. RICHARDSON, DIRECTOR, NAVAL REACTORS 

Mr. SIMPSON. Like to call the hearing to order. 
Earlier this month we examined the nuclear weapons stockpile 

budget for the National Nuclear Security Administration. This 
morning we will continue our consideration of the budget request 
for the NNSA with a focus on the Department’s two other impor-
tant national security programs, Nuclear Nonproliferation and 
Naval Reactors. 

I would like to welcome back Administrator Klotz to testify on 
the budget request for the NNSA. I would also like to welcome 
back Admiral Richardson and Ms. Harrington. We have had many 
discussions about your programs in recent weeks, and I look for-
ward to your testimony today. 

The President’s budget request for the nonproliferation programs 
is $1.94 billion, $324 million above last year’s level. That amount 
includes $234 million for nuclear counterterrorism and emergency 
response programs that were previously funded within Weapons 
Activities. This proposed realignment is one of many changes in the 
budget request, and we hope to hear more from you today on how 
the strategies for nonproliferation are evolving and will be effective 
in meeting today’s threats. 

The President’s Budget Request for Naval Reactors also proposes 
a substantial increase. Compared to fiscal year 2015, the request 
is $1.38 billion, or $141.5 million higher. 

Admiral, your programs are critical in providing our naval forces 
with the next-generation propulsion systems that maintain our 
Navy’s edge. I would like to discuss how these efforts are pro-
ceeding and to understand what activities in your budget request 
are essential to ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear fleet. 

Please ensure that the hearing record, responses to the questions 
for the record, and any supporting information requested by the 
subcommittee will be delivered in final form to us no later than 4 
weeks from the time you receive them. 

I also ask members to submit any additional questions for the 
record to the subcommittee by close of business tomorrow. 

With those comments, I would like to yield to my ranking mem-
ber, Ms. Kaptur, for any opening comments she might have. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And welcome, Administrator Klotz, Ms. Harrington, and Admiral 

Richardson. Glad to have you back today, and we are very inter-
ested in your testimony. 

The threat of nuclear terrorism is one of the gravest national se-
curity threats and global threats that we face, and our Nation must 
make real progress toward securing stocks of fissile material. As 
Mr. Putin continues his aggressive push to destabilize Ukraine and 
threaten the broader region, a redoubled nonproliferation effort 
seems a very wise investment. 

Since 2004, NNSA’s nuclear nonproliferation programs have fa-
cilitated the removal of all weapons grade highly enriched uranium 
from 17 countries, about 165 bombs’ worth of nuclear material. The 
Global Threat Reduction Initiative in particular has removed 234 
kilograms of weapons grade uranium, enough for nine nuclear 
weapons, from Ukrainian soil, eliminating the risk of this material 
falling into the wrong hands. 

Unfortunately, this nonproliferation budget provides an insuffi-
cient increase to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and mate-
rials, with much of the proposed increase going to fund programs 
previously funded in weapons. 

Admiral, the Naval Reactors program is critical to the perform-
ance and continuation of what is the safest and most secure leg of 
our Nation’s nuclear triad. Naval Reactors has often been looked to 
for expert opinion and for management support to other govern-
ment programs. Last year’s cheating scandal obviously brought 
questions about the culture in the ranks, and hopefully you can re-
port today on the progress you are seeing in restoring the nuclear 
Navy’s tradition of safety, while ensuring our Nation’s security over 
the long term. 

Thank you all for your continued great service to our country, 
and we look forward to your insights regarding recent changes in 
program schedules and costs, as well as more details on how this 
program has changed since last year. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the time. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Administrator Klotz. 
General KLOTZ. Thank you, Chairman Simpson, Ranking Mem-

ber Kaptur. Thank you for inviting us back to present the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2016 budget request for the Department of Ener-
gy’s National Nuclear Security Administration and for our Defense 
Nuclear Nonproliferation and Naval Nuclear Propulsion programs 
in particular. 

As you pointed out, earlier this month we had an opportunity to 
discuss our Weapons Activity account, so we are glad to have the 
opportunity to focus on NNSA’s other extraordinarily important 
missions to prevent, counter, and respond to the threat of nuclear 
proliferation and terrorism, and to support the capability of our nu-
clear-powered Navy to power and protect American and Allied in-
terests around the world. 

I am pleased to be joined, as you pointed out, by Ms. Anne Har-
rington and Admiral Richardson, who will each highlight the de-
tails of their respective budget requests. 
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I would also like to acknowledge Dr. Steve Aoki, who is our Asso-
ciate Administrator and Deputy Under Secretary of Energy For 
Counterterrorism and Counterproliferation, who is also here today. 

We have provided the subcommittee with a written statement, 
and respectfully request that it would be submitted for the record. 
And I look forward to answering any questions you may have. But 
first let me turn to Ms. Harrington. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Appreciate that. Your full statements will be in-
cluded in the record. 

[The information follows:] 



84



85



86



87



88



89



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98

Mr. SIMPSON. Ms. Harrington. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you. Chairman Simpson, Ranking Mem-

ber Kaptur, thank you so much for the opportunity to present the 
President’s fiscal year 2016 budget request for the Defense Nuclear 
Nonproliferation account. We value this Committee’s support for 
the mission and people of NNSA and are proud that our programs 
accomplished so much over the past year. Those accomplishments 
are captured in this recently released report, and we believe that 
the annual publication of ‘‘Prevent, Counter, and Respond—A Stra-
tegic Plan to Reduce Global Nuclear Threats’’’ will help better ex-
plain and elaborate what our program does. 

The report describes a highly complex and often unpredictable 
threat environment and our strategy to respond to it. As the Rank-
ing Member pointed out, a year ago when we were here, Russia 
had only recently invaded Crimea, but we had not yet seen the 
buildup of armed conflict in eastern Ukraine or the rapid expansion 
of ISIS in the Middle East. These developments need the programs 
in this account to be able to execute our activities both for the 
threats that we can identify, but to remain agile, flexible, and 
ready to respond to the threats we cannot anticipate. 

To respond to this dynamic environment we have implemented 
a strategic approach that brings the Nuclear Counterterrorism In-
cident Response and Counterterrorism and Counterproliferation 
Programs from the Weapons account to the Defense Nuclear Non-
proliferation account. In addition, within my own program, the De-
fense Nuclear Nonproliferation Programs, we reorganized as of 
January 1, 2015. We believe that these realignments strengthen 
our capability to respond to threats, and we propose to align pro-
gram budgets to this new structure. By combining nuclear non-
proliferation, counterterrorism, and response capabilities, we link 
our core competencies to meet the enduring and emerging threats 
that we face by preventing, countering, and responding to nuclear 
and radiological proliferation and terrorist acts. 

I know we are short on time, so I will submit the remainder of 
my statement for the record. I would like to note, however, that 
within the Counterterrorism Program activities in that area have 
been substantially funded below the requested amounts for the last 
2 years. We consider this a high priority, and I cannot overstate 
the importance of our request to restore $25 million for this crucial 
work in fiscal year 2015, as well as the need to stabilize funding 
in the future. 

Thank you for your attention, and I look forward to your ques-
tions.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Admiral Richardson. 
Admiral RICHARDSON. Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member 

Kaptur, thank you again for the opportunity to testify before you 
today. And I want to start off by saying how grateful I am for the 
support of this subcommittee for our work, and look forward to the 
discussions of the fiscal year 2016 budget request. 

First and foremost, I think I must recognize that since my last 
testimony before this subcommittee, U.S. nuclear-powered war-
ships, the 10 aircraft carriers, 14 ballistic missile submarines, 53 
attack submarines, and 4 guided-missile submarines operated for 
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another year safely and effectively, steaming more than 2 million 
miles in support of our Nation’s interests, and 2014 had a number 
of highlights of those operations that I would be grateful to talk 
about at a time when we have more time. 

Notably, though, this past January we celebrated the 60th anni-
versary of the submarine USS Nautilus getting underway on nu-
clear power. At a ceremony that recognized that event, Secretary 
Mabus, Secretary of the Navy, announced that the next attack sub-
marine will be named after my predecessor and the father of the 
nuclear Navy, Admiral Rickover. 

So this progress and service to the fleet would be impossible 
without the steady support of this subcommittee. Naval Reactors’ 
request for fiscal year 2016 allows us to continue this work. The 
funding request, as you noted, sir, is for $1.38 billion, an increase 
of 11 percent over the 2015 enacted funding level, but this request 
permits Naval Reactors to continue to support today’s operational 
fleet by funding the talented engineers, tradesmen, and scientists 
that make up my technical support base. 

The request also enables us to deliver tomorrow’s fleet by fund-
ing three national priority projects: designing a new reactor plant 
for the replacement to the Ohio-class submarine; related to that 
Ohio-class replacement, refueling the research and training reactor 
in New York; and then building a new spent fuel handling facility 
in Idaho. 

And I just want to pause here again to thank the subcommittee 
for your support in fiscal year 2015 there, providing funding for 
that, and we are sprinting out of the blocks on that. I recently 
signed Critical Decision 1 approving that major milestone in this 
important project. 

Mr. Chairman, Naval Reactors’ fiscal year 2016 budget request 
is part of a closely coordinated and coherent Department of the 
Navy and Department of Energy budget that supports both my re-
sponsibility to regulate the safe and effective operation of the nu-
clear fleet and my role in both Departments of Defense and Energy 
to support the security of our Nation today and in the future. 

Thank you for the longstanding support of this subcommittee, 
and I look forward to discussing my program with you. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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Mr. SIMPSON. And, again, thank all of you for being here today. 
And as you mentioned, at 10:30 we are supposed to be on the floor 
for the President of Afghanistan is here to speak to Congress. So 
this will be a little bit abbreviated, but we will still be able to do 
our job. 

Mr. Administrator, the Secretary has convened an Advisory 
Board of nuclear nonproliferation. The Board published an interim 
report in August of 2014 that found, one, the Department does not 
have a risk-informed analysis of priorities to guide its nonprolifera-
tion efforts and the U.S. Government does not yet have a compel-
ling vision for the future of its nonproliferation efforts or how 
DOE’s programs fit in that larger picture. 

How does the nonproliferation budget request address the high-
est national security risks? Are there interagency efforts ongoing to 
create a vision that is needed for the nonproliferation programs? 
And have you developed risk-based analysis of priorities to guide 
the formulation of your budget, and how might this kind of anal-
ysis improve your efforts? You may have answered part of that 
with the reorganization during your opening statement. 

General KLOTZ. Thank you for the question, Mr. Chairman. Let 
me just briefly open and then I will, obviously, turn to Ms. Har-
rington since this is her program. 

In fact, the report that Ms. Harrington alluded to, the ‘‘Prevent, 
Counter, and Respond,’’ is in fact a response to the findings of the 
Secretary of Energy’s Advisory Board to come up with a coherent, 
long-term vision for how we work within the nonproliferation, 
counterterrorism, and incident response mission space. So we have 
labored long and hard to put together an integrated, comprehensive 
approach to that. And as we were doing that we were also devel-
oping the fiscal year 2016 budget request, so the two sort of syner-
gistically fed off of each other and resulted in both the submittal 
that we have, the budget request, as well as this report. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. I will add very briefly that in this report there 
is a graphic that we developed as part of this exercise that de-
scribes the threat continuum, ways in which we can respond, and 
which part of the organization would be responsible for various lev-
els of that response, and where we worked together and where we 
have somewhat independent approaches. It also describes how we 
work together within the U.S. Government interagency and with 
international partners. 

The timing of the Secretary of Energy’s Advisory Board interim 
report was, in fact, almost perfect in terms of meshing with our 
own internal thinking about what we needed to do, and we bene-
fited greatly from a number of conversations with that task force. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Admiral, first of all, the 60th anniversary of the 
Nautilus, huh? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. That is amazing. 
Admiral RICHARDSON. Prototype for that, as you know, is up at 

our lab in Idaho. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Right. Right. It is hard to believe that the nuclear 

Navy has been around almost as long as I have. That is kind of 
scary, you know that? 
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Even though overall funding for the Naval Reactors has been in-
creased 31 percent over the past 5 years, this amount is short of 
the total amounts requested for your program in each of those 
years. To meet those differences between planned increases and ac-
tual funding levels, Naval Reactors has had to defer many of its 
planned activities and even transferred funds from the Navy under 
the Economy Act of 2014. To understand the long-term impacts of 
your program the committee directed Naval Reactors to conduct a 
comprehensive budget review this year. 

Have you completed the directed budgetary review, and if so, 
what have you found? How has the Naval Reactors program coped 
with funding levels provided over the past several years? And are 
any additional Economy Act transfers from the Navy planned or 
was this a one-time occurrence? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, thank you for the question. We are in 
the final coordination for that report, and we should be sending 
that over to you very, very shortly. 

With respect to the construction of our budget and the manage-
ment of shortfalls over the past few years, we have, exactly as you 
said, been just managing by deferring required maintenance. And 
so, for instance, we have deferred over 40 projects that address 
matters like failing sewage systems, plumbing systems, electrical 
systems that are as old as Nautilus in some cases, 60 years old, 
since the dawn of the atomic age. 

When shortfalls come, as you know and as was discussed before 
we are going to prioritize the money to continue the operational 
mission today and service that fleet tomorrow, and so these are the 
sorts of decisions that get made. But it does result in a degradation 
of those facilities over time. 

As well, of those 40 smaller projects, in addition to those, four 
major construction projects have been deferred as well. 

As you know, the Economy Act transfer resulted from the fact 
that we just were unable to afford some significant maintenance on 
operating reactors in New York and some high-performing com-
puters to continue the Ohio replacement. That Economy Act trans-
fer was not a planned event, that was a reactive event, and we cer-
tainly don’t have any of those types of activities planned in the fu-
ture.

Mr. SIMPSON. Do you believe with the budget request that you 
have this year, that if it were met there wouldn’t be an Economy 
Act transfer, it wouldn’t be necessary? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, our budget request is a judicious re-
quest that supports our work, and if that request is met there will 
be no transfers required. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. Thank you. 
Admiral RICHARDSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. The Advanced Test Reactor serves an important 

role for our nuclear Navy, as well as for civilian nuclear research 
and development. The ATR is an aging reactor that will require in-
vestments to keep it operating into the future. The Office of Nu-
clear Energy has been working with Naval Reactors to develop a 
plan to address those needs, but so far we haven’t reached a mu-
tual agreement on those needs. 
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What is the status of the joint planning effort and what is caus-
ing the delay and what is holding things up? What is your assess-
ment of the status of maintenance and operations of the ATR? Is 
the facility in a position to support Naval Reactors’ needs for the 
foreseeable future? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, I think with respect to the Advanced 
Test Reactor, a couple of things that characterize our approach. 
One is it is absolutely critical to our business. It is a unique capa-
bility that we rely on to do critical testing of materials going for-
ward. So it is absolutely fundamental to what we do. 

The second feature is, as you said, it is an aging reactor. This 
is another reactor that is about 50 years old. And so those require 
maintenance to maintain safe and reliable operation. 

We have been working very closely with the Office of Nuclear 
Energy and the operators of the Advanced Test Reactor, and any 
delays have been refining and getting sufficient level of detail in 
terms of what it would require to arrive at a stable, predictable, 
comprehensive funding level that would actually improve the reli-
ability of that reactor going forward. 

And so that has been a back-and-forth process, but until I get 
that, I would be unwilling to come to you and make a request for 
increased funding. 

As it so happens, I got that final plan in my headquarters on 
Monday evening. We are working very closely to just mop up some 
few small questions. I anticipate that this summer we will have a 
comprehensive plan to go forward and continue to keep the Ad-
vanced Test Reactor operating and doing the critical work it does 
for our program. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Mr. Administrator, the DOE and the NNSA are moving forward 

to meet the direction from this subcommittee to submit an inde-
pendent verified life cycle cost estimate for the MOX and 
downblend options of the Plutonium Disposition Program. This es-
timate is due next month. There was also related direction to the 
Department in the National Defense Authorization Act, which is 
due in September. 

Are you aware of any errors or shortcomings in the report you 
submitted last spring which analyzed the five alternatives? How 
did or will you weigh political and practical risks with alternatives 
to MOX? And should the lowest total life cycle cost operation be the 
primary criteria for selecting an alternative? With the shutdown at 
WIPP, is it feasible that these proposed materials, if it was blended 
down, would go to the Waste Isolation Plant? And will the Depart-
ment select a preferred alternative at the conclusion of these re-
view processes? Touchy subject. 

General KLOTZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
As you know, in the fiscal year 2015 budget request, the Admin-

istration had recommended $221 million to put the MOX Fuel Fab-
rication Facility Project into cold standby. Others had a different 
opinion, and we were directed to continue construction, which we 
did. And then in the fiscal year 2015 enacted omnibus appropria-
tion, the $221 million was actually plussed up to $345 million, with 
the instruction to continue construction, which we are, and also to 
do the two reports which you just mentioned. 
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So this year we are requesting $345 million. It is essentially a 
continuation of services, level funding approach to that, while we 
wait for the results of these two reports. 

My understanding is the first report, which is due on April 15, 
is on time, on schedule, so it will be delivered at that time. It ad-
dresses essentially two options. One is continue with MOX, the 
MOX plan. The other is to consider one of the five options which 
we rolled out in a report almost a year ago last April known as the 
dilution and disposition option. The other one in September will be 
done, will look at all five options which we looked at. 

So I think it is probably best to wait till we see what actually 
comes out of that report. They are still working on it. But as I said, 
I am pretty optimistic that it will be out in mid-April. 

And then our expectation is we will engage in a dialogue with 
the interested parties in Congress in terms of where we go forward, 
not only as an administration, but as a government in how we deal 
with the disposition of 34 metric tons of weapons grade plutonium, 
which we have agreed to do in an agreement with Russia. 

Mr. SIMPSON. It in large part becomes a political decision then. 
One other question. Ms. Harrington, in February DOE issued a 

final Part 810 rule, the regulation governing the export of nuclear 
technology. A chief concern of the regulated community is the slow 
and inefficient process through which it has been administered. 
This slow process puts U.S. firms at a competitive disadvantage to 
nuclear exporters from other countries, diminishes U.S. influence 
on the nuclear safety, security, and nonproliferation norms, and ul-
timately costs American jobs. 

Though many of the concerns identified by industry were not ad-
dressed in the final rule, the NNSA has provided strong assurances 
that it would remedy its inefficient licensing approval process 
through a process improvement program. 

How is the NNSA improving its process, and how much of this 
budget request will go toward achieving meaningful improvements? 
What is the average processing time for a typical application? And 
why didn’t the final rule establish any time limits on the NNSA for 
processing of applications? 

Effective implementation of the PIP is vital to U.S. competitive-
ness. What are the implementation schedules for the PIP and what 
metrics are you using to track its success? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you for that question. I will take parts 
of it for the record, because I don’t have all the details with me. 

But what I can tell you is getting the performance improvement 
plan and the e-licensing system active are high priorities, not just 
for my office, but for the Administrator and for the Secretary. 

We were recently asked what would be needed to accelerate get-
ting the e-licensing system up and running. The issues that we are 
dealing with right now are mostly involved with security. And if we 
cannot guarantee security to our U.S. applicants, then we will have 
a serious problem with them feeling comfortable using the system. 

I actually saw the demo of the system just yesterday and was 
very impressed. I think this is going to be a user friendly system. 
It will have layers of security. They are putting some polishing 
touches on a number of things. And we have now started looking 
internally to identify some additional funds this year in appro-
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priate budgets to be able to accelerate the completion of that sys-
tem so it will be up and running soon. 

But in terms of the details of the dates and so forth, that is a 
little bit in flux right now because we are right in the middle of 
an acceleration process. But we are giving this very high priority. 
We are very happy with the way the rule came out. Our feedback 
from industry so far has been very successful. The next major hur-
dle, as you noted, is getting the licensing system up and running. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Ms. Kaptur. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
General Klotz, in the 2015 omnibus bill Congress prohibited new 

funds from being used for new projects in Russia without a secre-
tarial waiver explaining why such work is in the U.S. National se-
curity interest. 

Could you please tell us, is there any funding in this budget re-
quest for work in Russia? 

General KLOTZ. Can I defer that to Anne? 
Ms. KAPTUR. Please. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. There is no funding in this budget for Russia. 

It did not escape our notice that the funding for 2015 was taken 
out of the budget for Russia. We agreed with that move, and there-
fore did not include funding in 2016. 

Ms. KAPTUR. So are we to assume the NNSA has terminated all 
ongoing work in Russia? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. We have not. There is still some work that we 
can do in Russia. Russia remains a very high priority for us be-
cause of the amount of material that is in Russia, the continued 
vulnerability of their security and material accounting systems, 
and the ongoing threat of nuclear trafficking, much of which has 
historically come out of Russian facilities. They also have insider 
threat within their facilities, and we have seen examples of this in 
the past. 

So we remain open to collaboration with Russia in very narrow 
areas of nuclear security, nonproliferation, and threat reduction. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Ukraine was left with a nuclear legacy from the So-
viet Union. Ukraine has also become an important state for coun-
tering smuggling of nuclear materials out of Russia, where the 
largest stockpiles of dangerous nuclear materials exist. Could you 
please tell us what the NNSA is doing, if anything, in Ukraine, 
considering the present situation there? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. I would be very happy to. As you might re-
member, shortly after the Russian incursion into Crimea at the be-
ginning of last March, we had the 2014 Nuclear Security Summit 
in The Hague. On the margins of that meeting various countries, 
including the United States, got together to discuss what we could 
do to provide assistance to Ukraine in this very critical period. 

We have continued to work very closely with the Ukrainian Gov-
ernment at all levels, including with the President, to identify what 
actions both the United States and the international community 
could do to reinforce border security; to help them stand up an ex-
panded national guard capability, and our colleagues at DOD were 
very instrumental in that capacity; and also to strengthen the bor-
ders on the exterior of Ukraine so that if something were to come 
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over, nuclear material, radiological sources, whatever might pose a 
threat or be attempted to smuggle, if something came through the 
eastern area of Ukraine then we would be able to identify it if it 
were taken out of Ukraine. 

We also provided radiological pagers to law enforcement and 
training. And we continue to work with them. About an additional 
million dollars has been put into shoring up those capabilities over 
the past year. 

General KLOTZ. If I could add, Ms. Harrington’s staff has pre-
pared for me, I think, a very helpful matrix which lays out all the 
work that we have in the fiscal year 2015 budget as well as what 
is in the fiscal year 2016 request in the area of the Neutron Source 
Facility, nuclear smuggling and detection work, radiological secu-
rity, nuclear forensics laboratory. 

So with your permission, I would like to submit this for the 
record. That provides a breakdown by every spending category, 
what we propose, what we have been doing, what we propose to do 
in Ukraine. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. 
Ms. KAPTUR. General, from your knowledge, what is the best way 

to ensure the security of nuclear material when you are dealing 
with unstable countries? 

General KLOTZ. Well, in dealing with unstable countries, that 
tends to be one of our greatest concerns, is in areas where there 
may not be as great of control over the full range of facilities with-
in that country, that is where security becomes extraordinarily im-
portant.

In the case of Ukraine, we are working with the Ukrainian Gov-
ernment. They have been very cooperative. They have asked a 
number of things from us. We have had our people, Anne’s Deputy 
was just over there a few weeks ago along with Under Secretary 
of State Rose Gottemoeller, looking at one of the facilities that we 
had helped work with. 

But this is an extraordinarily important task, not just in 
Ukraine, but across the range of countries that we have to deal 
with to make sure that the special nuclear materials and the radio-
logical materials in both established countries, but also countries 
that have internal difficulties, are secure, because the one thing 
that a potential proliferant or the one thing that a potential ter-
rorist needs is access to that material. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Ms. Harrington, on this report that you referenced, 
in terms the American people can understand, could you summa-
rize other areas of the world that are in turmoil where we have ei-
ther lost track of or in danger of losing track of dangerous nuclear 
materials?

Ms. HARRINGTON. I can answer some of that here, but most of 
the answer we would prefer to give you in a classified briefing—— 

Ms. KAPTUR. All right. 
Ms. HARRINGTON [continuing]. Just because there are sensitivi-

ties we shouldn’t talk about here. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I understand. And I know the chairman has a time 

problem.
I will just say for the record here, Mr. Chairman, going back to 

1994 when this country was as a signator to something called the 
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Budapest Memorandum, and the United States, along with our 
partners in Britain and Russia at the time, promised Ukraine that 
if she were to give up her nuclear weapons, which she agreed to 
do, that she would have a security agreement that would protect 
her territorial integrity. 

That isn’t being done, and it creates a very difficult situation, I 
think, for our country to have signed an agreement where words 
are now being interpreted in a different way. 

So you probably didn’t have anything to do with that at the time, 
maybe tangentially you did, but I just say as an American and as 
a Member of Congress, that is very troubling to me, when we don’t 
keep our word. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Valadao. 
Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Chairman. 
Thank you, Administrator, Admiral, Ms. Harrington, for coming 

today.
Admiral, last year Naval Reactors were embroiled in a cheating 

scandal where it was discovered that dozens of personnel in the nu-
clear Navy had viewed a leaked exam, training exam, at some 
point over the past year and did not report it. What have you done 
over the past year to prevent such events from happening again in 
the future, and what did you find to be the root causes of these cir-
cumstances, and do you believe they have been addressed? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, thank you for that question. And obvi-
ously we have taken that incident very, very seriously in our pro-
gram.

Our efforts formed up along three major vectors. I will outline 
the three vectors quickly, but then I want to spend our valuable 
time here talking about what I think is the most fruitful one. 

First and perhaps most direct, we did have to address the spe-
cific misconduct of those individuals that were involved, and so I 
have been through that, and I made myself the consolidated dis-
position authority for those matters. We investigated and heard 
every one of those cases, and at the end of the day, on the order 
of 37 sailors were found guilty in that incident. Thirty-seven more 
were found to be completely innocent as well, and so we did do a 
thorough investigation of those. 

Second, we also took a look at just our exam security processes, 
our procedures there, found some vulnerabilities, and we have 
closed up and continue to improve exam security. 

The third and most fruitful effort was to really look at kind of 
the climate or the command atmospherics that may have led to 
this. And even though that type of behavior we could never con-
done, neither can we pass up the opportunity to look at ourselves 
very hard and see what sort of systemic changes that we can take. 

And so over the last year, almost immediately after the event, we 
held a leadership summit, first of its kind, at my headquarters 
where we brought in the leadership from around our program to 
discuss that event and discuss what may have contributed to it. 
And since then, guided by the insights from that initial summit, I 
personally have held townhall events at our training command cer-
tainly where the incident took place, but also the fleet centers, with 
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my headquarters leaders, with the future commanders in the Navy 
at the Naval War College, and shipyard leaders. 

And so in summary, over the past year I have probably person-
ally talked to 2,500 people in a training-slant-townhall type of an 
event, and those lasting 90 minutes to 2 hours apiece. Guided by 
the insights from that meeting, I have also had the opportunity to 
speak to Navy leadership at the four-star level and above about 
what we have learned. 

We have also taken a look at the structure of the training pro-
gram itself. We engaged the staff and faculty. We wanted to make 
sure that we got their insights, which are probably the most impor-
tant. And, again, guided by what we learned there, we have re-
moved over 100 requirements, which I would say the weight or the 
burden of accomplishing that requirement just didn’t merit the 
benefit that we got out of it. And so we have removed those, more 
than 100, and there are more to come. We have adjusted the class 
sizes to better match the faculty size. And we have also improved 
the conduct of maintenance on the training reactor so that we pro-
vide them with more training time rather than maintenance time. 

We have learned a number of things from that. I will tell you 
that my thinking has been greatly sharpened by what has been 
about a 6-month period of engaging in these townhalls, and I am 
right now doing the final reviews and I am ready to promulgate 
formal guidance that will institutionalize some of those lessons 
learned going forward, so we are just about at that time. 

Furthermore, I am sharing all the lessons that we learned, les-
sons in my program, with big Navy, both by chairing an effort to 
reduce administrative distractions across the Navy and also to 
share with the Navy Leadership and Ethics Center in Newport, 
Rhode Island, those lessons that may be applicable to the broader 
Navy itself. 

Mr. VALADAO. All right. Change the subject a little bit. 
Mr. Administrator, the budget request again proposes to move 

counterterrorism and emergency response activities to the non-
proliferation from weapons. Why do you believe these activities are 
better aligned with the nonproliferation programs, and how do they 
contribute to the advancement of the U.S. proliferation goals? 

General KLOTZ. Thank you for that question. 
There are two reasons. First of all, the money for counterpro-

liferation, counterterrorism, incident response, emergency oper-
ations was nested primarily in the Weapons Activity account. 
Weapons Activity account is focused primarily on our life extension 
programs, as well as the infrastructure which supports our sci-
entific, technical, and engineering efforts associated with the Weap-
ons Activity. So we thought in terms of trying to understand where 
the money was it ought to go with what the function is. 

The second aspect of it is, as we indicated in our statements, we 
are approaching the whole mission space associated with pre-
venting nuclear terrorism and nuclear proliferation now as a con-
tinuum, a spectrum that runs from preventing would-be 
proliferators and terrorists from getting hold of nuclear material, 
and then if somehow they do, how would we counter that, and then 
God forbid somehow if they used an improvised nuclear device or 
a radiological device, how would we respond to that. 
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So it seemed to make sense to us both conceptually and in terms 
of keeping the books straight to have all that in the same appro-
priations account. 

Mr. VALADAO. All right. Well, thank you. 
Thank you, Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And, Ms. Harrington, General Klotz, Admiral Richardson, good to 

see you all. I know time is of the essence this morning, but I do 
want to thank you all. 

Admiral, going to the chairman’s district was wonderful in Idaho, 
and I appreciated that trip and I learned a lot about that, so I 
thank you all. 

Mr. SIMPSON. You learned a lot about Idaho too, huh? 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. And they love their Congressman. Kudos to 

our great chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. He is good. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you. 
I have got a few questions. Ms. Harrington, thank you. What is 

the focus of the new Global Material Security Program, given that 
the efforts with Russia have been significantly reduced? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Fleischmann. 
As I mentioned in response to Mrs. Kaptur, we still will continue 

a limited amount of activity in Russia, but not with any funds from 
2016. We are working through whether we would propose to con-
tinue some under a waiver, but that process is not yet complete. 

But also, as Mrs. Kaptur noted, there are many other countries 
of concern where there is instability, terrorist presence, and nu-
clear material, and in some cases nuclear weapons. And so our at-
tention is turning increasingly to some of those challenges as well. 

So across the global material security portfolio, we have found 
that there is no lack of work to do. When we executed our reorga-
nization on January 1, we consolidated programs under that area 
in a way that I believe make much more sense functionally. 

For example, our Nuclear Smuggling Detection and Deterrence 
program now includes the nuclear forensics element that previously 
lived in what is normally considered our policy office. So on nuclear 
smuggling, which falls under this program, we are now offering a 
comprehensive program that looks both at the detection, but also 
at the analytical side of identifying and then addressing material 
trafficking.

So we will come back to you as we go forward, probably in a clas-
sified setting, to describe in more detail some of these activities. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you. 
Ms. Harrington, if the administration concludes that there is no 

near-term need for creating new domestic uranium enrichment ca-
pabilities, do you worry that our technical leadership in this area 
could atrophy, and will we be at a disadvantage with respect to the 
development of new technologies for safeguarding or detecting en-
richment facilities? 

General KLOTZ. Let me take that, if I could, sir. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Sure. 
General KLOTZ. As you know, we are maintaining in a warm sta-

tus the centrifuges which were developed as part of the American 
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Centrifuge Project while we decide what, one, the need for U.S.- 
only unobligated low-enriched uranium will be for things like pro-
duction of tritium and other needs in the United States. 

Last year the Congress appropriated somewhere around $96 mil-
lion, $97 million to do that. We are requesting $100 million to do 
that in fiscal year 2016 while we continue the process of deter-
mining what are the tritium requirements, how much unobligated 
low-enriched uranium is there out there, and how long will that 
last to meet the national security needs that we have. 

But we have to ask ourselves, I think, as a Nation, and this is 
what we will consider during the course of this year, is what is our 
requirement as a responsible nuclear power for the ability to do en-
richment of uranium? And I think that is one of those overarching 
strategic questions which we are going to have to come to grips 
with as we work through this process of examining what our pre-
cise needs are, but the larger strategic question that I think is at 
the heart of your question. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. I would add, that is also now in the Weapons 
account, not in the Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. I appreciate that. And as a followup to that, 
do you all believe that you have got sufficient resources to ensure 
that we maintain our technical competence in this area? 

General KLOTZ. I think for the coming year we do. The question 
will be as we work through this process in the coming year we will 
have better answers for you at the conclusion of that. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Okay. 
General KLOTZ. But I am satisfied. I had an opportunity, as you 

know, when you and I were last down in Oak Ridge, I went over 
to see our people who are doing this particular work and I visited 
the plant in Piketon, Ohio, and I am convinced that we have a very 
sophisticated cadre of people who are paying attention to this both 
on the federal side, as well as on the M&O contractor side. But we 
will have to make decisions soon about how we go forward in this 
particular activity. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Appreciate your efforts, and I thank you all 
very much. 

And, chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Admiral, the energy and water bill carries a provi-

sion each year which requires that all projects with a total project 
cost of greater than $100 million have an independent cost esti-
mate. I understand that Naval Reactors follows a slightly different 
project management process than the rest of the Department. 

The current cost range for the spent fuel recapitalization tops out 
at about $1.4 billion, which is about $400 million more than the 
original cost range approved in 2008. Is it possible that there will 
be additional costs due to delays in funding since 2008, and what 
is the current estimated cost of this project, and what are the main 
risks to keeping those costs from rising farther? And when do you 
expect to provide the subcommittee with an independent cost esti-
mate for the project? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, I will tell you that the current cost of 
the project is about $1.65 billion. Most of the cost increases that 
we have seen since the original proposal for the project are almost 
entirely due to escalation and delays. 
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There has been no change in the requirements of the project. The 
project continues to get more definition in terms of we start with 
a very firm understanding and statement of the requirements, we 
are now actually proceeding into more detailed design of those 
projects, following every intent of the DOE 413.3 Bravo instruction. 
And so even though we implement that under a Naval Reactors 
version of that, because of our dual-hatted nature, we meet or ex-
ceed the requirements of the DOE order. 

I will commit to you that if we are funded according to the re-
quests, there will be no cost increase, we will deliver that facility. 
Key to that will be making sure that our design is sufficiently ma-
ture, very mature, before we start building. 

And we have learned the lessons from the rest of my colleagues 
at NNSA in terms of scoping the requirements for various parts of 
the facility so that we don’t do everything according to the most 
stringent requirements. And as part of that process we will conduct 
an independent cost estimate, and be happy to share that with the 
committee.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Admiral RICHARDSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Ms. Harrington, the United States previously advo-

cated for the establishment of an international nuclear fuel bank 
to provide peaceful access to nuclear energy and to prevent pro-
liferation of uranium enrichment capabilities. The basic fear was 
that developing states might be politically cut off from the nuclear 
fuel supplies and would therefore feel the need to have their own 
indigenous enrichment capabilities. The United States previously 
offered $50 million for such efforts back in 2009, but not much has 
been done for the past several years. 

Ukraine is now in the situation where their nuclear fuel supplies 
are in danger due to the political issues with Russia. Nuclear 
power supplies nearly 50 percent of Ukraine’s electricity needs. 

Is there anything that the DOE is doing or could be doing for 
Ukraine’s nuclear fuel issues with reliance on Russia for its nuclear 
fuel, and should the U.S. be moving forward with this nuclear fuel 
bank to help out Ukraine and other countries that might be in the 
same predicament in the future? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you, Chairman. Let me break that into 
the two components, first what is happening with the LEU fuel 
bank. We understand from the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy that the host government agreement is now complete, and the 
plan is to submit it to the Board of Governors for concurrence in 
the coming months. So that is a very substantial step forward. 
There have been some issues back and forth between the IAEA and 
Kazakhstan about the details of that agreement. Those now appear 
to be resolved. 

So we are very encouraged that both we, the European Union, 
and others who have provided funding to support both the fuel 
bank purchase of uranium as well as the physical fuel bank, that 
this is now going to come to fruition. So that is point number one. 

Absolutely correct that Ukraine gives us a very good example of 
the kind of need that the fuel bank could respond to. Fortunately, 
in the case of Ukraine there was already a U.S. company that had 
been working in Ukraine to qualify its fuel. That would be Wes-
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tinghouse, and that has been in the open press. What we under-
stand is that the fuel is now qualified, it could be used in that reac-
tor or in any similar reactors of Russian origin for power produc-
tion.

So this, I think, illustrates again the close cooperation. On the 
fuel it is more of a nuclear energy issue, but we work very closely, 
because there are security nonproliferation elements to getting 
power into Ukraine. 

So Pete Lyons, and I know you know him well, and I have met 
jointly with the Ukrainian regulator, and they seem very happy 
with this as a possible option for them in the future. 

General KLOTZ. If I could just add to that, Secretary of Energy 
Moniz gave a major address on Monday in which I would say a 
third of his remarks focused on what we have been doing with 
Ukraine in the area of nuclear power. As he pointed out, and much 
more eloquently certainly than I can, over 50 percent of their 
power in Ukraine comes from nuclear sources. But as Anne alluded 
to, using Soviet, Russian-designed reactors meant that they were 
dependent upon Russian sources for fuel. 

So we have for a number of years worked very hard to be able 
to qualify, we, the United States and U.S. industry have worked 
very hard to qualify fuels that could be used as an option in these 
reactors, as well as any reactors of Soviet or Russian design in any 
other states that surround Russia. 

We have also been working on the waste side of that as well, how 
you would dispose, how Ukraine would be able, give them options, 
besides just repatriating spent fuel to Russia, as a means of deal-
ing with that. 

So this has been a very, very active program over several years, 
even preceding the Russian invasion of Crimea and disruptions in 
eastern Ukraine. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Ms. Kaptur. Oh, Ms. Roybal-Allard. I know you have been at an-

other hearing that I was at earlier also. 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Administrator Klotz, earlier the Nuclear 

Smuggling Detection and Deterrence program was referenced, and 
I was hoping you could provide more details. 

Under the Department’s budget request, the Nuclear Smuggling 
Detection and Deterrence program received roughly a 6 percent 
funding cut from fiscal year 2015. As you know, the Nuclear Smug-
gling Detection and Deterrence program, formerly known as Second 
Line of Defense program, is a key component of multi-agency, 
multi-layered defense network that strengthens our global capa-
bility to deter, detect, and interdict illicit trafficking in special nu-
clear and other radioactive materials at key international seaports. 

What is the current status of the Nuclear Smuggling Detection 
and Deterrence program in successfully preventing smuggling of 
nuclear devices into the United States through our ports? And 
could you explain the reason for the requested reduction in funding 
from fiscal year 2015? 

General KLOTZ. Yes, ma’am. If we could, we will tag team this. 
Let me just say at the policy level, this is an extraordinarily im-

portant effort and activity that we are involved with. And the new 
term for detection and deterrence, I think, captures it very, very 
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well. There are those who would place a very, very high standard 
and say that we have to be able to detect absolutely everything 
that may come out of a particular country. 

We have to be able to maximize, optimize our ability to detect, 
but a large part of it also is the deterrent. So if a would-be smug-
gler knows that there is a range of potential detection mechanisms 
which would keep him or her from smuggling that, we think that 
is a large part of the success. Same thing for airport screening, 
same thing for other types of screening at the border. 

So, again, as we mentioned earlier, a key to keeping would-be 
proliferators and terrorists from doing what it is they would seek 
to do that would harm our interests and the interests of our allies, 
that the number one task is to keep special nuclear material out 
of their hands. 

And if Anne can address the specific programmatics. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. First, we absolutely agree with you that NSDD 

is a core element of our strategy. If we can eliminate the material 
at the source, that is our first preference. But if we can’t, then you 
secure it. If the security fails, then you have to be able to detect 
and prevent the material from reaching either a trafficking net-
work, a terrorist group, et cetera. 

So we have established partnerships in 50 countries. We have 
over 3,000 fixed portal monitors at 550 sites, including 45 large 
container seaports, and we work very closely with the Department 
of Homeland Security on their Container Security Initiative, and 
those two dovetail in important ways. And we have got 76 mobile 
sites deployed in 18 countries. 

One of the reasons you are seeing a small decline in the budget 
is because many of our partners are now moving into what we call 
the sustainability phase. They are now taking full responsibility for 
the maintenance and operations of these facilities, and we consider 
this a huge part of our success story, because it means there is a 
commitment on the other end to continue. 

We, of course, will continue to exchange best practices, do exer-
cises, and run training programs, some of which we do jointly with 
other elements of NNSA, for example our emergency response col-
leagues, but other of our training programs are actually codevel-
oped with the FBI and with law enforcement agencies in countries. 
So we are sure to bring all of those components together. But it is 
mostly the good news story about the ability of countries to assume 
their own responsibility for these facilities. 

Also, we have a number of requests to work with countries that 
we consider high-income countries. So those are not places where 
we would provide actual funding for the equipment. We would sup-
port our laboratories and our technical experts to work hand in 
hand with those countries to develop systems, to help test and ex-
ercise systems, but the major investment would depend on our 
partner countries. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Admiral Richardson, this month the Fed-
eration of American Scientists issued a report on shifting over time 
the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program from high-enriched ura-
nium to low-enriched uranium. The report specifically mentioned 
the advantages of an attack submarine design that will eventually 
follow the current Virginia-class design. This will reduce the pro-
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liferation risk that the Federation sees in continuing to rely on 
high-enriched uranium. 

What are your views on the findings and recommendations of 
this report and on the idea of shifting the Naval Nuclear Propul-
sion Program to greater use of low-enriched uranium? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Ma’am, thank you for the question. And 
consistent with the report that I provide to Congress on our views 
of the use of low-enriched uranium for naval reactor cores, I have 
got a copy here, currently, if we were to with today’s technology 
employ low-enriched uranium, that would just, because of the re-
duction in energy density, that would just require more refueling 
of our reactors. 

Specifically, I think the only application that we could conceive 
of right now is in an aircraft carrier, because you have more size 
to work with on an aircraft carrier. That additional refueling, just 
the refueling alone, would come at a cost of near a billion dollars 
and take years of operational availability out of that ship, because 
we have to bring it into the shipyard and refuel it instead of keep 
it at sea. 

To develop the core that would go in there, that is an extremely 
complicated and technical matter. I would estimate that to qualify 
a core that could go in a nuclear-powered warship and survive the 
battle damage requirements for that core, I would say that we are 
talking near a decade of research and development and in the 
neighborhood of $2 billion to get there. 

We have done some initial exploratory types of looks at this type 
of technology. There are some potential ways ahead to get to a core 
that employs low-enriched uranium. Success is by no means guar-
anteed or assured in these efforts. And, again, we would have to 
be properly funded to even continue this exploration. 

I will say that doing that and fitting an LEU core into a sub-
marine would be extremely challenging just because of the foot-
print concerns. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Again, we have come to 10:30, and we have to be on the floor for 

the President of Afghanistan. So I appreciate, sincerely appreciate, 
your being here and your willingness over the last 3 months to 
come and meet with our committee and with me personally and up-
date me with some of the briefings and stuff that we have had, and 
your willingness to make yourself available to committee members 
for the important work that you do. 

And my wife is looking forward to having dinner with you and 
your wife when she gets out here. 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sounds great, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Again, thank you for your work and thank you for 

being here today. 
Committee is adjourned. 
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